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DIGEST;

A vacationing employee whose leave is interrupted
by oaders to perform temporary duty at another
location, and who afterwards returns to his per-
manent duty station at Government expense, is not
entitled to be reimbursed for the cost of a per-
sonal return airline'ticket that he could not. use
because of the cancellation of his leave, As the
Government has paid tthe cost of his return, emn-
ployee's claim is comparable to that for the lost
value of a vacation, and may not be reimbursed,

This is in response to a request by Mr. Foon C, Loie,
Authorized Certifying Officer of the National Park Service,
United States Department of the Inteiior, for our decision an
to whether Mr. Larry Plummer, a Park Service employee, is
entitled to be reimbursed for the return portion of a personal
airline ticket which he did not use due to cancellation of his
annual leave. For the reasons that follow, we hold that
Mr. Plummer is not entitled to reimbursement.

FACTS

Mr. Plummer, an employee at the National Park Service
Western Regional Office in San Prancisco, scheduled annual
leave fom May 2 through May 9, 1984, for a vacation ip New
York and Washington, D.C. He purchased a round trip (San
Francisco - Washington, D.C., New York - SLIn Francisco)
"super-oaver" airlihe ticket at a cost of $399. After travel-
ling to Washington, D.C., however, Mr. Plununer was info-rmed
that he would have to interrupt his annual leave to attend a
"Position Classifica'tion and Wage Administration Workshop" in
Hot Springs, Arkar"sas, from May 8 - 10. On May 7, he
travelled from Washington, DC.g to Hot Springs, Arkansas. He
attended th'e workshop there, and retiirpe,1 dirctlXy tb San
Francisco on May 1:. His travel from Washihgt.on to Hot
Springs and Hot Springs to San Francisco was procured through
use of a Govecnment Transportation Request (GTR); he also
received subsistence expenses (per diem) fore the period
May 7 - 11.
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ML, Plummer contends that, because of the interruption of
his leave, he is "out-of-pocket" the amount attributable to
the return portion of the super-saver ticket purchased for his
vacation. His conclusion is based on the fact that he was
unable to use the ticket for his return to San erancisco, and
because he apparently could not receive a refund for the
unused portion of the ticket,

DISCUSSION

The National Park Service denied i. Plummer's requast
for reimbursement ol, thie basis of our decision 60 Comp,
Gene, 629 (1981), w1here wte concluded that there was no legal
basis to reimburse an employee for additional air travel ex-
penses resulting from his disqualification for "super-saver"
rates when his official duties required him to change his
weekend travel plans. That case, however, involved only per-
sonal, travel, and was ,iecided in light of other cases involv-
ing anu increase in personal expenses caused by cancellation of
annual leave, See, e.g9f B-191588, Jlanuar'y 2, 1979; B-190755,
Jurne 15, 1978, The present case, on the other {land, is com-
parable to situations we have previously considered involving
employees who, while already away from their permanent duty
station for a personal reason such as annual leave, are
ordered to perform temporary-cduty there or at-ianother loca-
tion, interrupting, cancelling, or following the taking of
annual leave, See, eg., B-190646, January 25, 1978;
B-185070, April 13, 1976., As discussed below, our conclu-
sion in this case, although based upon different precedent,
is the same as that reached by the National Park Service.

It is a well established rule of this Office that an
employee who proceeds to a point away from his official duty
station on annual leave assumes the obligation of returning at
his own expense. B-190646, January 25, 1073; 11 Comp.
Gen. 336 (1932). The rule is generally applicable even in
those cases involving employees who are called back early to
return to duty because of unforeseen requiremernts of an
official nature. See B-190646, January 25, 1978. We have,
however, recognized exceptions to this rule in cases where an
agency recall of an employee on annual leave is made within 24
hours of his or her departure, where the recall substantially
defeats the purpose of the personal trip, or where it would be
unreasonable to require the employee to meet additional
expenses created by the recall. In'such.cases, ;thip Office
will not object to the agency's reimbursement of the
employee's rettAt': travel expenses. B-191588, January 2, 1979;
56 Comp. Gen. 96 (1976); 39 Comp. Gen. 611 (1960).
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In those cases in which an employee is interrupted while
on leave by directions to perform temporary duty at his per-
nanent duty stntion or elsewhere., and is required or chooses
to return to his permanent duty station after completion of
the temporary duty, this office has generally held that the
Government is chargeable "only with the difference between the
cost attributable to dhe temporary duty and what it would have
Lost the employee to return to iis headquarters direct from
the place where he was on leave," B-185070, April 13, 19761
16 !.2onhp Gen. 481 (1936). IPut. another way, in such situations
the employee is stil required'to hear the cost ef the return
trip, except that any incremental increase attributable to the
temporary duty is to be paid by the agency involved, Thus, if
the agency pays the full travel costs of the employee's return
from his or her place of leave through the temporary duty
station, the employee would ovdinarily be required to reim-
burse the agency an amount equivalent to the cost of his or
her direct. return, unless the agency agreed to covec the
employee's return fare tnder the exceptions previously
described,

In the present case, the Natlonal Park service paidefor
Mr. Plummer's return to San. Francisco through hi* temporary
duty station, thus paying both the cost of the employee's
return to his permanent duty station and the incremental costs
of the temporary duty ussignment, Under the circumstancest we
would not object to the agency covering that portion of the
return trip for which M.. Plumner would ordinarily be liable,
Although the interruption of, Mr. Plummer's leave did not take
place within 24 hours of his, departure from San Francisco, the
agency could properly conclude it 9r be unreasonable to re-
quire Mr. Plummer to repay the constructive cosL of returning
to San Francisco on the earlier date (the full one-way economy
fare) in addition to the costs he had already incurred for the
trip, particularly since the interruption prevented him from
reaching one of his two scheduled destinations. Compare
B-191588, January ', 1979.

On the other hand, we cannot agree with Mr, Plummer that
he is "out of poplet" the cost of the unused return ticket, as
his return fire was in fact paid by the Government at no cost
to him. Mr. Plummer's claim for the lost value of the ticket
is comparable to claims submitted by others in similar circuin-
stances for-the "lost value" of vacations interrupted by
official duty requirements. We have held that agencies have
no authority to pay such claims; B-191588, supra.
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Based on the foregoing, Mr. Plurimer's request for
reimbursement is denied.

t Comptroller General
of the United States
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